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FOREWORD

In cooperation with the National Defense University,
The Middle East Research Institute organized seminars to ex-
amine how the Iran-lraq war has affected defense policies in
the Persian Gulf States. Edited by Dr. Thomas Naff of the In-
stitute, this volume is a selected collection of papers pre-
sented at those seminars. Because events in the Gulf have in-
ternational significance, the relationship of the war to the
strategies of the United States and the Soviet Union is ex-
plored, as are the effects of the war on Gulf State neighbors
such as Egypt and Pakistan. Other papers concentrate on the
specific defense policies of Iran and Iraq.

Security in the Persian Gulf area is a paramount US pol-
icy goal, enunciated in the Carter Doctrine and upheld by
President Reagan. The historically complex cultural, reli-
gious, economic, and political characteristics and alliances of
the region have been further complicated by the lran-Iraq
war and its potential for escalation. The National Defense
University is pleased to join with the Middle East Research
Institute in the publication of this collection focusing on rel-
evant issues of Gulf and Middle East security.

urt B

RICHARD D. LAWRENCE

Lieutenant General, US Army

President, National Defense
University



The Middle East Research Institute (MERI) is a unit of the
University of Pennsylvania which brings together American
and Middle Eastern academics and non-academics from a
broad variety of fields and backgrounds. Its staff, Fellows,
and Associates represent a productive mixture of profession-
als with extensive and varied experience in the Middle East.
All of the Institute’s activities benefit from the resulting
breadth of knowledge, skills, and exposure.

The Institute’s major activities are basic and applied re-
search, non-degree training, conferences, seminars, collo-
quia, and briefings. It publishes political, economic and stra-
tegic updates, country reports and special reports, books
and journals. Its computerized Database Unit is one of the
world’s most extensive resources for information on the con-
temporary Middie East. MERI’s relationships with local insti-
tutions throughout the Middle East help to ensure that its re-
search efforts are fully informed by current information and
developments and that the products of MERI research are ac-
ceptable to and supported by local authorities.
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PREFACE

That part of the Middle East referred to as “the Gulf” has
been of pivotal strategic importance in modern times. Over
the past three decades, the stability and security of this re-
gion have become increasingly critical factors in the Middle
East policies of the superpowers, and consequently one of
the sharper focuses of their global rivalry. Just how vital to
their interests the superpowers perceive the Gulf to be, and
how complex are the issues involved, can be illustrated by
the evolution of American policies toward the area. It could
easily be demonstrated that the policies of the Soviet Union
reveal comparable and parallel concerns.

The importance attached to the Gulf by American
policymakers was made clear by President Carter in January
1981. Mr. Carter delineated the US posture through a device
often favored by American presidents with an eye to poster-
ity: he enunciated a doctrine. Concerned by the lran-lraq
war and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the President
stated that the United States would resist, by military means
if necessary, any efforts by an “outside force” to “gain con-
trol” of the “Gulf region.” President Reagan not only ac-
cepted Carter’s statement in its entirety, he extended it to US
involvement should the area become destabilized from re-
gional, i.e. local, causes. Neither of these policy statements
was subjected to public or congressional debate. Further, as
the papers in this volume demonstrate, the full implications
of such policies appear not to have been thought through.

President Reagan’s extension of the doctrine, by im-
plying a readiness for the United States to become involved
in a local internal upheaval or in an intra-regional conflict,

xiii




compounded the dilemma of how to commit US forces in
adequate numbers, with essential air and nava! support,
without bases or staging areas and in the face of Arab resist-
ance to deploying an RDF in the first place.

Perhaps the most basic shortcoming was that these large
policy statements were laid down in the absence of a com-
prehensive political-military strategic framework for the Gulf
region. Should either the Carter Doctrine or the Reagan Ex-
tension be invoked, what would be the mission of a US mili-
tary intervention without clear policy objectives?

It would appear that Presidents Carter and Reagan have
made firm commitments to military action in the Gulf if nec-
essary, but without the capacity to project and sustain mili-
tary forces in the region and without a clearly achievable mis-
sion for the military to accomplish. With the disaster that
befell the American marines in Beirut etched into painful
memory, the issue of committing forces to an ambiguous
military mission is one of understandable sensitivity to US
military leaders.

When President Carter issued his doctrine, the United
States lacked the capacity for effective military intervention
in the Gulf. There was no American Rapid Deployment Force
(RDF). Even if there had been an RDF, the United States
lacked bases in the region from which to conduct opera-
tions, and still lacks adequate staging areas. Nor was it possi-
ble to provide essential air cover for an RDF expedition,
again owing to a lack of air stations in the area from which
American planes can operate. Consequently, any military
thrust in the Gulf area attempted by the United States would
entail very high risks with very low chances for success.

Such ambiguity is intrinsic to the fact that the problems
of the Gulf are essentially political in nature and will not
yield to military solutions. In this context, the relevant aspect
of the political problem is expressed in the reluctance of the

Xiv
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Arab states to provide the United States with the military
bases and facilities it needs. This reluctance even on the part
of America’s strongest Arab supporters, who privately desire
Americar military protection, stems from the political price
they would have to pay for that kind of cooperation with the
United States owing primarily to America’s stance on the
Palestinian-Israeli issue.

Whether or not US policy remains locked into the Carter
and Reagan “doctrines.” the impact of American action (or
inaction) on the other Gulf actors—the lranians, Iraqis, the
GCC, the Soviet Union, and even two peripherially involved
states, Egypt and Pakistan—will be considerabie. The very
fact that two US presidents have been prepared to engage
American military forces in the Gulf even in such ambiguous
and risk-laden conditions attests to the importance the
United States attaches to the nations of the Gulf and its
environs.

The papers in this volume emerged from a seven-week
series of seminars on Gulf Security and the Irag-lran War, or-
ganized in the spring of 1984 by the Middle East Research In-
stitute (MERI) on behalf of the National Defense University
(NDU). The Institute arranged for specialists, the majority of
whom were staffers or Associates of MERI, to analyze and
discuss the motives, interests, and objectives of all the actors
in the Gulf within the context of Gulf security. Taken to-
gether, the insights of the collected papers provide a kind of
trail map to guide us through the undergrowth of conflicting
policies and interests in one of the most dangerous regions
of the world.

THOMAS NAFF
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Chapter 1

THE
GULF COOPERATION
COUNCIL
AND
PERSIAN GULF
SECURITY

Michael Sterner




REGIONAL ACTORS IN THE GULF

The conservative Arab states that make up the Gulf Co-
operation Council (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the
United Arab Emirates (UAE), and Oman) face a perplexing ar-
ray of external threats and internal vulnerabilities. External
dangers, most prominently the Iran-lraq war and the Soviet
presence in Afghanistan, are compounded by a general dete-
rioration of Arab relations over such issues as conflict in
Lebanon, relations with Egypt, and the Palestinian problem,
as well as by the dynamic relationship between regional tur-
bulence and fragile domestic stability.

In their search for appropriate responses to these secu-
rity dilemmas, Gulf leaders betray deep ambivalences. Aware
that ultimately they depend on American power to deter So-
viet expansionism, regional actors nevertheless tend to
downplay Soviet aggressive intentions, and are painfully
aware of the domestic and regional ramifications of a more
visible US military presence in the Gulf. Fearful of an Iranian
victory in the war with Iraq, the GCC states have attempted to
support Iraq without closing the door entirely to a dialogue
with the current regime in Tehran. Internally, Gulf leaders
have thus far managed to contain various disturbances that
followed in the wake of the Iranian Revolution, but the essen-
tially conservative nature and Western orientation of their re-
gimes leave them vuinerable should an Iranian victory over
Iraq give new impetus to the “Islamic Republic” concept. A

3




4 The Gulf Cooperation Council and the Persian Gulf

new period of reduced oil income further aggravates the situ-
ation; although the economic picture ii improving, budget
austerity has produced resentment among some elements,
particularly within the private business sector.

Faced with the weakness of their own regimes and socie-
ties, and the inadequacy of alliances to compensate for that
weakness, Guif leaders have turned toward regional arrange-
ments in the hopes of buttressing their security. Although
each member operates under unique constraints and with dif-
fering socio-political environments, these states share funda-
mental security interests. The emergence of the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) marks a positive step toward the
limited and realistic goals of presenting a stronger political
front against aggression, sharing intelligence to counter inter-
nal subversion, and establishing a framework for cooperation
and rationalization in the economic arena.

To understand the establishment of a regional security
framework, its likely development and the challenges it will
face two factors are important: first, the historical record of
security maintenance, from the era of British power to the
collapse of the US “twin pillars” strategy; second, the Gulf
leaders’ perceptions of security threats—internal dangers,
inter-Arab conflicts, the Palestinian question, superpower ri-
valry, the Iranian revolution, and the Iran-lraq war.

THE HISTORICAL RECORD: FROM BRITISH
PROTECTION TO AMERICA'S “TWIN PILLARS”
STRATEGY

British political interest and involvement in the Persian
Gulf dates from the late 18th century, and stems from British
concerns for the protection of its sea lanes to India. Aside
from the dangers to traders of marauding pirates—Zaman
Shah’s invasion of northern India from Afghanistan and the
French occupation of Egypt in 1798—events of strategic con-
sequence motivated British action. Agreements with Iran and




The Gulf Cooperation Council and the Persian Gulf 5

Muscat were quickly concluded, apparently with a view to
establishing pressure on Afghanistan and a buffer against the
French. The overriding British objective was to find the least
taxing means for keeping order in the trade lanes. Little con-
cern was shown for the littoral sheikhdoms and city states.

The discovery of oil in the Gulf at the dawn of the twen-
tieth century changed Britain’s regional policy. For the first
time, the internal stability of the Gulf provinces became an
important matter in British eyes, as a necessary condition for
the protection of oil concessions and commercial contracts.
World War | brought British power in the Guif to its apogee.
However, this situation was short-lived. Costly rebellion in
Iraq and strong nationalist resistance in Iran led the British to
remove their forces from Iran, and to prepare Iraq for inde-
pendence. After World War 11, Britain reluctantly faced up to
the combination of a flagging economy, international pres-
sures for de-colonization, and its declining role as a world
power, eventually announcing, in 1968, the intention to with-
draw from the region.

Tre newly independent states of the southern Gulf re-
acted in a variety of ways conditioned by both the specific
threats facing them and their internal political structures. The
British decision had little impact on Omani policies, for the
deeply conservative and isolated sultanate chose to keep its
British advisors, and even accepted Iranian help in sup-
pressing the Dhofari rebellion. Kuwait, at the other end of
the spectrum, had declared its independence in 1961, and
maintained relations with the Soviet Union, partly to counter
Iraqi territorial claims, as well as to demonstrate Arab nation-
alist and non-aligned credentials (a position congenial to
Kuwait's large Palestinian population). Some of the leaders of
the new mini-states hoped the United States would fill the
gap left by Great Britain, but the Nixon administration was
not eager to undertake new international responsibilities,
preferring to look to regional power centers for the protec-
tion of American interests. A “twin pillars” strategy was




6 The Guif Cooperation Council and the Persian Gulf

announced—the two pillars being Iran and Saudi Arabia—
but this was essentially a euphemism for a policy actually
based on supporting Iran as the main regional bulwark
against the Soviets and radicalism.

Although the Shah was eager and willing to play the role
of policeman, Arab !=aders were less than sanguine at the
prospect of “protection” by Iran, given the latter’s many out-
standing territorial disputes with its southern neighbors and
its traditional hegemonic predilections. Although the Shah
accepted the Bahrainis’ decision in favor of independence
(rather than a link with Iran), Arab fears were heightened by
the Iranian occupation of the Tunb islands and Abu Musa,
claimed by the UAE. Eventually, Iranian concern for potential
Arab radical expansionism subsided, however, and the Gulf
states established an impressive record of conflict manage-
ment, based on the shared interest in promoting conditions
of stability.

The collapse of the Shah in 1978/79 radically altered the
nature of Gulf relations and the newly emerging security sys-
tem. Inter-state rivalry in the Gulf was transformed from an
essentially narrow, inter-dynastic focus on territorial disputes
into an all-encompassing ideological confrontation between
revolutionary lran and the essentially conservative regimes
across the Gulf. Formerly, a common interest in regional sta-
bility and parallel domestic systems helped Gulf leaders to
resolve their differences. After the revolution, this frame-
work for conflict management collapsed; the new rulers in
Tehran challenged even the domestic legitimacy of neighbor-
ing regimes. The ideological content thereby injected into
the entire range of specific disputes precluded settlement
based on pragmatic criteria.
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GULF STATES’ PERCEPTIONS OF SECURITY THREATS
Internal Vulnerabilities

Gulf leaders’ perceptions of regional security dangers
are heavily conditioned by their preoccupation with the task
of nation-state building and the domestic political forces
they must contend with in the process. Everywhere rulers
must balance the fears of conservatives, who object to the
erosion of traditional values and the growing gap between
public morality and private behavior, against the aspirations
of Western-educated technocrats and a growing middle class
who, frustrated by waste and a restrictive political en-
vironment, seek more responsive and efficient political
institutions.

With the exception of Oman, in all the Gulf states Sunni
regimes rule Shias, the latter actually constituting the major-
ity of inhabitants in Iraq, Bahrain and Dubai, and about 20
percent of the population in Kuwait and Qatar. In Saudi
Arabia, the smaller Shia element is concentrated in the sensi-
tive oil-producing al-Hasa province. Prodded by militant Ira-
nian broadcasts, this scattered, historically oppressed group
is of increasing concern to Gulf regimes. In Bahrain in partic-
ular, the rise of Kohmeini inspires greater confidence amorng
the Shia in voicing political and economic protests.

The potential for unrest is not confined to the Shias.
However, the greatest danger is that the Iranian revolution
and the concept of an “Islamic Republic” (however
unsatisfactory in practice the Khomeini model has thus far
been in the eyes of most Arabs) pose the idea of an alterna-
tive to existing regimes and focus on their perceived defi-
ciencies. This could end up energizing disaffected elements
within the Sunni community as much as among the Shia. For
the Saudis, this is an especially disconcerting development.
Accustomed to their role of defenders of religious purity, the
Saudis have proven adept at containing secularism, but are
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The Gulf Cooperation Council and the Persian Gulf 9

less confident when dealing with religious challenges from
the right. In the face of this threat, the Saudis repeat their
claims to Islamic legitimacy at home, while pressuring their
more secular Gulf neighbors to burnish their own Islamic
credentials and criticising the unorthodox ways of the Iranian
militants. Although the House of Saud maintains close ties
with the ulama (the ecclesiastics of religious authority), the
latter’s very association with the regime, and failure to pro-
test secularization and Westernization, has to some extent
eroded the position of religious authorities.

The large body of expatriate workers is often cited as an-
other internal danger. The potential threat posed by the ex-
patriate community has, however, been somewhat
exaggerated—most are in the Gulf to earn a quick nest egg,
and ‘appear unlikely to jeopardize that goal by indulging in
political activism. The Palestinian presence, however, consti-
tutes a greater political problem. Numbering some 300,000 in
Kuwait and 80,000 in Saudi Arabia, the Palestinians enjoy
high-ranking governmental and commercial positions of po-
litical sensitivity. A Palestinian community radicalized by fur-
ther frustrations on the Arab-Israel issue can make joint
cause with other radical movements and pose serious inter-
nal problems for the regimes of the smaller Gulf states, par-
ticularly Kuwait. Although the Palestinians have a vested
economic interest in regime stability, the combination of the
Arab states’ lack of effective action against Israel and
unwillingness to grant Palestinians a more institutionalized
role in society will result in an increasingly volatile and
destabilizing atmosphere.

The specter of Islamic extension poses uncomfortable
dilemmas for those ruling elites who are seeking ways of
broadening popular support for their regimes. Fear that even
marginal gestures toward a larger political role for the gov-
erned might undermine the strength of the regimes’ patriar-
chal and Islamic-based legitimacy limits the options available
to rulers in their effort to release frustrations.
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Inter-Arab Conflict

Since the secular radical onslaught of the 1950s and
1960s, the conservative Arab Gulf states have cultivated flexi-
ble aliiances to counterbalance hostile alignments in the
Arab world. The Arab monarchies of the Gulf survived the
radical challenge, and secularism has lost its domestic appeal
in the Gulf region. The GCC continues to attend to inter-
Arab problems, playing a mediating role in a wide range of
conflicts. The overall objective of the conservative oil-
producers is to sustain the “Arab consensus,” even if that
requires financially backing otherwise unpalatable govern-
ments, such as that of Hafez al-Assad, President of Syria. De-
monstrably, such support does not readily translate into
effective leverage; but it is hoped by the dispensers of aid
that at least it will be an insurance policy against external ag-
gression or political subversion.

Closer to home, threats from Baghdad, a traditional
trouble-maker for the Kuwaitis, have been effectively fore-
closed for the duration of the Gulf war. The most recent
inter-Arab success has been the rapprochement between
Oman and South Yemen, after fifteen years of undisguised
hostility. Antagonism persisted after the end of the Yemeni-
supported Dhofari rebellion, but persistent Kuwaiti and GCC
mediation efforts resulted in an agreement to exchange
representatives and work toward a resolution of border dis-
putes. Undoubtedly, the longevity of this pragmatic ap-
proach depends on the direction of domestic political
currents in South Yemen. But for the moment, eased ten-
sions allow Oman and its GCC associates to concentrate on
graver threats from the north.

The Arab-Israeli Issue
While the impact of the Iran-lraq war is the main preoc-

cupation of Gulf leaders at present, the unresolved Palestin-
ian issue is seen by all as a continuing source of trouble in
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the Arab arena. The Arab-Israeli problem is a highly emo-
tional issue in the region, not simply among the Palestinian
population directly. It is linked to genuine feelings of solidar-
ity with the Palestinian cause and a collective sense of frus-
tration and betrayal by the West.

The issue has been exacerbated by the crisis within the
PLO brought on by lIsrael’s invasion of Lebanon. The Saudis
have worked assiduously to strengthen the moderate wing of
the PLO. This has the double advantage of undermining Pal-
estinian extremists while establishing the Kingdom’s Arab
credentials in the stand against Israel. Unfortunately for GCC
planners, the drubbing received by al-Fatah, first at the
hands of Israel and then by the Syrian-backed PLO rebels,
has set back their moderating strategy; meanwhile, the con-
tinued impasse in negotiations on the Palestinian question
exposes the GCC governments to criticism and possible ter-
rorist violence because of their close connections to
Washington.

Superpower Rivalry

Western estimates of Soviet objectives in the Middle East
range widely, from belief that the Kremlin is merely con-
cerned with protecting its borders to the view that the Sovi-
ets are embarked on an expansionist drive to the waters and
oil fields of the Gulf. It is probably safe to conclude that the
Soviets will taice advantage of opportunities to work toward
the neutralization of the US presence in the region. Like the
United States, however, the Soviet Union has a rather mixed
record of influencing its Middle East “clients,” including
Syria, Irag, and South Yemen. Acceptance of Soviet military
aid and advisors has not kept regional actors from main-
taining a flexible posture vis-a-vis their more conservative
neighbors. In fact, it is conceivable that the Soviets have en-
couraged Aden, for example, in its rapprochement with
Oman and Saudi Arabia, as part of its own effort to court the
moderate Arabs.
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Despite the invasion of Afghanistan, Gulf leaders tend to
downplay fears of overt Soviet aggression, focusing instead
on the likelier prospect of Soviet-supported internal insur-
gency. Although Soviet activity in Afghanistan does bring a
renewed sense of threat to the region, the GCC regimes
seem to hoid deeply ambivalent views regarding an appropri-
ate response to the danger. The Kuwaitis contend that their
GCC allies should follow their path of recognizing Moscow
and maintaining a dialogue with the Soviets, a posture which
has non-aligned symbolic value, puts the United States on
notice not to take its regional friends for granted, and allows
for more flexible maneuvering in tune with shifts in the over-
all global balance of power. Oman stands at the other ex-
treme: with vivid memories of the Soviet-backed Dhofari
rebellion, the Omani regime is outspoken in its warnings of
the Soviet threat and unembarrassed in its reliance on US
and Western European assistance to offset that threat.

The other GCC members, following the Saudi lead, have
to a certain extent lost their former paranoia regarding com-
munism and the Soviets. It appears that, on balance, a con-
sensus is moving toward the view that a normal relationship
with the Soviet Union has several advantages: a greater stake
in positive relations with the conservatives might moderate
Soviet behavior, while the Arabs themselves might gain
greater leverage in arenas with a Soviet involvement, such as
relations with and between the Yemens. Perhaps most im-
portantly, the weak American response to the intervention in
Afghanistan, and the US inability to do anything to sustain
the Shah’s regime, suggested to the Arabs that the balance of
power was shifting, and that Moscow would remain a force
to be reckoned with in the region. Thus some GCC elites are
concluding that it is better to hedge one’s bets than to rely
solely on an erratic American commitment.

If the Gulf states are, in fact, moving toward such views,
they are doing so slowly and hesitantly. A series of state-
ments in 1979 and 1980 by then Crown Prince Fahd and
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Foreign Minister Saud al-Faisal emphasized the importance
of recognizing the reality of Soviet power and appeared to
suggest that the establishment of diplomatic relations was
just around the corner. Although the Saudis and Soviets are
maintaining an informal dialogue through a variety of chan-
nels, the Saudis have yet to take this step, presumably be-
cause of the USSR’s continued occupation of Afghanistan.
More recently, rumors appeared in Kuwaiti newspapers after
the November 1983 GCC summit in Doha that the UAE,
Qatar, and Bahrain were about to establish diplomatic rela-
tions with Moscow. The reports were denied, but are an in-
dication that the idea is under study.

The importance placed by GCC rulers on cultivating a di-
alogue with the Soviet Union is obviously also conditioned
by the state of relations with Washington and their percep-
tions of the efficacy of the American connection. The Saudis
continue to recognize that the US is the only power that can
respond with rapid military assistance in a crisis; what they
question is whether the kind of conventional military assist-
ance that the US can provide is relevant to the types of threat
scenarios the Kingdom most likely faces, and whether, there-
fore, an open reliance upon the US for security is worth the
domestic and regional political risks. This uncertainty regard-
ing the efficacy of the Saudis’ “special relationship” with the
United States, as well as of the smaller sheikhdoms’ security
links to it, serves as an important motivation behind moves
toward a diversification of arms suppliers, as well as renewed
attention to regional security arrangements.

IMPACT OF THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION AND THE
IRAQ-IRAN WAR

The collapse of the Shah’s regime, its replacement by an
“Islamic Republic” based on doctrines of anti-Western
messianism, and the outbreak of a bitter war between lran
and lIraq, have presented the Arab Gulf states with the
severest security challenge they have yet had to face. Other
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preoccupations such as those we have described briefly
above have been eclipsed by this new development—the es-
tablishment of an openly unfriendly and crusading regime in
Iran, the region’s most powerful state. The threat has been
two-fold: first, that Tehran’s brand of religious zeal would in-
fect local populations and create serious internal pressures;
second, that iran might launch overt military attacks against
Arab Gulf states’ weak defenses and vulnerable economic
infrastructures.

If it were not for the Iran-Iraq conflict, the Gulf Arabs
would have moved rapidly—and very possibly with consider-
able success—to accommodate and mollify the new regime
in Tehran. This would have required adjustments in their
own policies and even taking some steps to make their own
societies more “Islamic,” at least in appearance. The Gulf
Arabs developed a good deal of skill at this sort of thing in
the turbulent seventies, when they had to fend off numerous
claims on their territory from more powerful neighbors and
accede to the Shah’s demand for primacy in Gulf affairs.

The war has placed these states in an impossible di-
femma. If they fail to provide Baghdad with support, they
risk seeing the collapse of Saddam Hussein’s regime. This
would remove restraints from Khomeini’s Islamic revolution
and thereby gravely threaten their own regimes. On the
other hand, support for Baghdad vitiates their instinctive
preference for a program of diplomacy and policy adjust-
ment that would moderate Iran’s hostility. In fact, some of
the smaller states (pleading to Baghdad their own straitened
economic circumstances) have already reduced their assist-
ance to lraq and attempted to trim their sails in Tehran’s di-
rection. On the whole, maintaining support for Iraq is seen
as entailing the lesser of two evils. Now that Iraq is fighting
“for its own homeland” they feel on somewhat firmer moral
and political ground.
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The Gulf Arabs have been dejected by the impact of the

war on the Arab consensus. If their own rallying to

Baghdad'’s support had been reinforced by a solid Arab front

behind Irag, they would have at least felt in good company.

Instead the conflict has deepened the cleavage in Arab ranks

! between radicals and moderates, with Syria and Libya sup-

= porting Iran. Libyan policy can be dismissed, but it has

caused Saudi Arabia in particular much discomfort to find it-

self in opposite camps with Syria over this issue. That even

some Arab governments should find enough merit in what is

happening in Iran to cause them to side with Iran against an

“Arab brother” has deepened the dilemma for the Guif Arabs
and contributed to their caution.

In ideal terms, the conservative Arab states of the Ara-
bian Peninsula would probably like to see the conflict so
weaken both of their powerful neighbors that neither could
pose a threat. Thus, they might conclude that an indefinite
continuation of the conflict, sapping the energies of both
parties, would be in their interests. However, there is too
much bitterness and ideological fervor involved in this war,
and it has too much potential for uncontrolled escalation, for
them to be comfortable with this thesis. They would like to
see the conflict settled on almost any terms—indeed, if a set-
tlement could be facilitated by reparations payments to lran,
they would undoubtedly be prepared to pay a major portion
of the price.

Perceptions of heightened security threats have made
the Gulf Arabs more receptive to security cooperation with
the United States, obviously the only power that can deploy
the military force to protect them against Iran. In recent con-
versations with Gulf governments about cooperation to meet
various contingencies, the Arabs barely referred to their
usual complaints about US policy on the Arab-Israel issue,
even though these talks took place in the immediate after-
math of Washington’s announcement that its “strategic co-
operation” with Israel had been resumed. Still, the attitude




